Self-evaluation of one's own performance has been found in prior research to be an enabler of professional development. The task of evaluation is also a core component of a model of the investigative interviewing of victims, witnesses and suspects, being increasingly used throughout the world. However, it remains the case that there has been little research as to how practitioners approach the task itself. The present study examined the topic through the lens of observing how effectively 30 real-life investigators in the UK undertook evaluation of their interviews, representing almost the entire investigative frontline workforce of a small law enforcement agency in this country. Using an established scale of measurement, both investigators' and an expert's ratings of the same sample of interviews were compared across a range of tasks and behaviours. It was found that in almost all the assessed behaviours, requiring of the investigators to provide a self-rating, their scores tended to significantly outstrip those applied to the sample by the expert. Reasons are explored for the investigators' overstated assessments. Implications for practice are then discussed.
Introduction
Investigators from many law enforcement agencies in England and Wales are trained to interview suspects following a particular framework called the PEACE model, being an acronym for the model's component phases (that is, Preparation and Planning, Engage and Explain, Account, Closure and Evaluation; for a full description of the model, see Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013) . Steadily, the PEACE model, based as it is on the premise of gathering reliable information rather than being focussed almost exclusively in trying to prompt confessions from suspects, has been embraced across Europe and beyond (e.g. the PRICE model in Scotland, and also adapted models in France, Ireland, the Netherlands and Scandinavia, see Walsh, Oxburgh, Redlich, & Myklebust, 2016 for more on the recent international developments of the model).
Regardless of these variations, common to all models is the Evaluation task, comprising three functions (Walsh et al., 2016) . Firstly, the investigator, during the interview, should undertake an ongoing evaluation, determining whether the interview is meeting certain pre-planned objectives. Second, there should be a case evaluation, which assesses whether more information/evidence or enquiries are required to progress the investigation. Third, as a matter of continuing professional development, the interviewer is encouraged to reflect on his/her own performance. Shepherd and Griffiths (2013) remark, however, that while the first two elements noted above are essential investigative tasks that should be carried out as part of every criminal investigation, the third is a specific self-development activity. Professional development evaluation should be achieved through a deliberate focus on particular elements of personal behaviour identified as requiring development based on previous personal evaluations, as an ongoing process. The idea being that individuals are to aim for incremental and continual improvement of their own performance through regular and objective reflection, further assisted by their peers and supervisors. Shepherd and Griffiths also argue that when the PEACE model was initially implemented in England and Wales during the 1990s, evaluation was regarded as too complex an undertaking. Thus, little attention was then paid to the task in terms of its utilisation as a means of skills enhancement (through, reflection and evaluation). As such, more than 20 years after the model's introduction, the present study examines whether (and if so, how well) investigators now assess their own performance accurately. As such, the present study focusses upon developmental evaluation, but not operational evaluation.
Evaluation of investigative interviews
Frequent supervisory feedback has been highlighted as important in both maintaining and improving interview performance (Lamb et al., 2000 (Lamb et al., , 2002 . However, in practice, interview evaluation has been found to be conducted infrequently by supervisors (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Milne, 2007) . Stockdale (1993) found, when examining the supervision of police interviews in England and Wales, that the task was undertaken irregularly, if at all (similarly, Collier & Styles-Power, 1998; Elliston, 1995; Paisley, 1998; Rigg, 1999; Stevens, 1998) . Clarke and Milne's (2001) police study found an uneven approach to the supervision of interviews, with some of the 43 police forces in England and Wales either not having a supervision policy, or (where a policy existed) not attending to it. Where supervision was being applied, Clarke and Milne occasionally found supervisors either selecting an interview of brief duration for analysis, or allowing their staff to choose their own specimen interview for such supervisory evaluation.
More recently, Walsh and Bull (2011) found no single approach being applied to the task of evaluation in their study of fraud investigators in the UK. Supervisors were found inconsistent with their approach to the task with some stating that they sat in on interviews conducted by their subordinates, while others examined case files containing interview transcripts. Yet others examined tape recordings of interviews with suspects (such recordings are mandatory in England and Wales). They also stated, regardless of their chosen approach, that they conducted such evaluations at varying interval frequencies. How often their staff's performance was monitored was found largely dependent upon their perceptions of their subordinates' skill levels, with those investigators felt to be more skilful being monitored less commonly than their apparently lesser skilled colleagues. Walsh and Bull (2011) also found that none of the supervisors in their study had an evaluation framework to structure their assessments, leading to concerns as to what competences were being assessed, and how consistently any assessment was applied. Earlier, Cherryman (2000) had found disagreement between police supervisors when they defined 'good' interviews, with some associating the definition with the gaining of a confession. We argue that the focus on such outcomes as a determinant of interview quality adversely affects the development of interviewing skills across the globe. Griffiths (2008) argues that the quality of interviews should be defined by the attempts to gain a reliable and comprehensive account, being the central purpose of the PEACE model (rather than just proving guilt or gaining a confession). Walsh and Milne (2007) found in their survey of investigators that only a minority said they evaluated their own interview performance, also finding that they disagreed as to what was skilled interviewing. For example, some investigators tended to view the likelihood of gaining a prosecution as a measure of quality (apparently overlooking the matter that establishing a person's innocence also involves skilled interviewing). At the same time, Walsh and Milne found that some of those who did evaluate their own interviews stated that such an undertaking benefitted their interview skills (also Walsh & Bull, 2011) . Walsh and Milne (2007) also found that experienced investigators, while rarely receiving supervisory feedback on their performance, viewed themselves as skilled interviewers (regardless as to whether they were PEACE-trained or not). This finding contrasted with studies of their actual interview practice, which frequently found such investigators performing unsatisfactorily (Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) . Kruger and Dunning (1999) suggest that the absence of negative feedback (where due) is associated with a lack of learning and the persistence of under-performance. Other studies have also found that investigation professionals challenged when attempting to measure their own interview skills. For example, Powell, Wright and Hughes-Scholes (2011) found that police officers rated their own interviews more highly than either testimony experts or lawyers, who had assessed the same sample. However, in a more recent study, where investigators assessed their colleagues' interviews, an increased concordance of views was found between investigators, lawyers and mock jurors as to the interview quality (Ridley, Van Rheede, & Wilcock, 2015) . As such, investigators may be more accurate in assessing the interview skills of their colleagues than when they are judging their own.
Self-evaluation as a task
In more general contexts, Argyris and Schön (1978) stated that evaluating one's own professional performance is a demanding task, highlighting the gap between how professionals rate themselves and how well they actually accomplish their duties. However, persistence in undertaking evaluation enabled teachers to self-assess both more accurately and objectively (Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001; Stefani, 1998) . Several studies have noted the importance of identifying and understanding skilled performance that avoids exaggerating personal strengths (Andrade & Boulay, 2003; Dunning & McElwee, 1995; Dunning, Leuenberger, & Sherman, 1995; Dunning, Meyerowitz, & Holzberg, 1989; Hayes & Dunning, 1997; Klenowski, 1995; Mamede, Schmidt, & Penaforte, 2008; RuthSahd, 2003) .
With regard to the domain of criminal investigation, Dando, Wilcock, and Milne (2008) found that many inexperienced volume crime police investigators felt themselves to be insufficiently trained to conduct interviews with witnesses, findings which were largely replicated in field studies of their practice (Clarke & Milne, 2001) . In contrast, Bull and Cherryman (1996) found that highly experienced detectives often rated themselves as skilled, with none admitting to be 'poor'. However, Bull and Cherryman also found that many survey respondents more critical of their peers. La Rooy, Lamb, and Memon (2011) also found experienced police officers highly confident concerning their own skill levels, despite only a few having received supervisory feedback or any refresher training (see also Clarke & Milne, 2001) . Such factors are felt to be crucial in maintaining skilled levels of professional performance (Lamb et al., 2000; Lamb, Sternberg, Orbach, Esplin, & Mitchell, 2002; Powell, 2002) . Griffiths (2008) has also found that training alone is insufficient to sustain skill levels. He found that training programmes lacking subsequent reinforcement activities (such as supervisory monitoring and/or refresher training initiatives) are associated with significant declines in performance over time.
In field studies that concern assessment of actual performance of interviewer skills (e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) there were few skilled examples, and it was often the case that unacceptable levels of performance were found. It is possible therefore that the noted erroneous self-assessment of skills by investigators might well be related to their own lack of ability. Dunning, Johnson, Ehrlinger, and Kruger (2003) have argued that incompetence is inevitably associated with inflated selfassessment since it is improbable to expect individuals, yet to be competent, to understand how such competence is represented in practice.
Somewhat counter-intuitively however, (at least on first blush), Dunning et al. also found that highly skilled performers inaccurate in their own self-assessments. However, they found that such assessments were not exaggerated, but were ones made relative to those who were inferior performers. That is, the higher skilled depressed their selfassessments through over-estimated perceptions of actually less effective peers (whom they had over-assessed). Greater accuracy in their own skills was only achieved when these high performers were exposed to the actual skill levels of those less capable (whom they then recognised as such). However, such exposition to competent performance did not always have such positive effects on accuracy on those lacking competence (Kruger & Dunning, 1999) . When more accurate self-assessment occurred, it was found likely associated with those who responded positively to training that improved their metacognitive skills and logical reasoning. For others, their incompetence (and also their over-estimation of their own ability) stubbornly remained.
Several authors (e.g. Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Baccus, Baldwin, & Packer, 2004; Dijksterhuis, 2004; Taylor, Lerner, Sherman, Sage, & McDowell, 2003) have reported the benefits to individuals of positive self-perception in aiding their own psychological well-being. Various phenomena and motivational dispositions lead people to assess whether the impressions they convey are likely to lead to social acceptance or rejection, importantly protecting their own self-esteem. Unsurprisingly, therefore, several previous studies (e.g. Alicke & Govorun, 2005; Sedikides & Gregg, 2003 , 2008 have found that people tend to overstate their own merits, while overlooking their shortcomings. Indeed, Taylor (2014) provides further evidence of self-enhancement (even in the face of most obvious contrary evidence). In her study, participants continued to rate themselves as both 'skilful' burglars (when assessing how they carried out their criminal activity) and decision-makers (when judging when and where to commit their crimes), despite all her study participants having been convicted of these offences! A self-serving bias has been argued to be a motivation for such incorrect evaluations and misattributions, with people's recall invariably re-constructed to place their own attributes in a manner more advantageous to their own self-interests (Campbell & Sedikides, 1999; Mezulis, Abramson, Hyde, & Hankin, 2004; Roese & Olson, 2007; Sedikides, Campbell, Reeder, & Elliot, 2002) . For example, successful outcomes are attributed to dispositional factors (such as their own ability and effort), arguably taking more credit than is deserved (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009) . Unsuccessful outcomes are, in turn, ascribed to situational factors (such as bad luck, task complexity or being due to 'others') (Weiner, 1972) . In addition to such displacement strategies, other reasoning may include (i) denying shortcomings; (ii) employing compensatory qualities to both offset failure and rationalise the situation and (iii) comparing themselves to 'lesser' others to gain a more favourable self-perception (Sedikides & Gregg, 2003) . As such, these deflections assist self-protection, particularly where any negative feedback threatens either their own interests or peer approval (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009 ). Meanwhile, Sedikides, Green, and Pinter (2004) found their participants only selectively recalling feedback (particularly when that feedback appeared to threaten their self-perceptions). These authors found this phenomenon taking place even when such threatening feedback was consistent with that which their participants had earlier described as being unfavourable. As Sedikides and Gregg (2006) pronounce, self-protection motives considerably outstrip those pertaining to ones of self-assessment and self-verification. Weinstein (1984) found that people selectively recall their own strengths (and others' weaknesses), giving themselves more credit as perceived positive actions, attributes and efforts are more easily brought to mind than negative ones (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Skowronski, Betz, Thompson, & Shannon, 1991; Walker, Skowronski, & Thompson, 2003) . One reason might be that individuals, when reflecting, find it more demanding to prompt negative self-inferences than negative other-inferences since they invariably possess more positive knowledge about themselves than about others (Kihlström, Beer, & Klein, 2003; Prentice, 1990) . Moreover, these positive recollections decay at a slower rate than their less favourable counterparts (Skowronski, Gibbons, Vogl, & Walker, 2004; Walker et al., 2003) . As such, positive information is elevated (or reconstructed as positive) in one's hierarchy of memory, and self-threatening feedback is derogated (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003) , leaving heuristically driven information to result in biased judgments (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982) . Pinter (2004, also Sedikides & Green, 2006) refer to the confirmation bias process, where individuals focus on information that self-affirms or selfenhances (and fail to consider that which does not) in efforts to self-protect, as the 'mnemic neglect model'. As such, any new information, inconsistent with the existing and biased information, has to be set against a larger and more established body of knowledge, making it harder for this newer and smaller amount of information to alter existing, and longer held judgements (even when it is known their own performance is being assessed by another, see Preuss & Alicke, 2009 ). However, when assessing third parties, since one will likely possess less existing awareness of them, the same challenges do not tend to arise. (Van Overwalle & Labiouse, 2004) . As such, humans tend to, by and large, evaluate themselves either more favourably than the objective facts evidence (Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins, 1998) , or than third party observers think justified (Epley & Dunning, 2000) . Moreover, people have been found to rate themselves more favourably than they rate their peers on the basis of identical behavioural evidence, including that evidence which they pronounce as negative when it is manifest in others (Alicke, Vredenburg, Hiatt, & Govorun, 2001) .
Such misperceptions can lead to opportunities for self-improvement to be missed (Dunning, Heath, & Suls, 2004; Duval & Silvia, 2002; Oettingen & Gollwitzer, 2001; Wilson & Dunn, 2004) . Accurate reflections of their own performance are necessary when professionals evaluate their own skill (Boud, Cressey, & Docherty, 2006; Brown, Harris, & Harnett, 2012; Cropley, Miles, Hanton, & Niven, 2007; Mamede et al., 2008; Moon, 2006; Sheikh, Milne, & MacGregor, 2007) . Self-protectionist attitudes can lead to various positive states (e.g. subjective well-being, optimism, active coping), while avoiding negative ones (e.g. depression, anxiety, neuroticism) (Dunning, 2005; Marshall & Brown, 2007; Sedikides, Gregg, & Hart, 2008) . However, if self-protection becomes entrenched, so may failure to learn and develop from one's range of experiences (Colvin & Griffo, 2007; Sedikides, 1999; Sedikides & Luke, 2007) .
It has, however, been found that skills development is likely to occur when feedback is received from those perceived as trusted (or credible) observers (Sedikides, Campbell, Reeder, & Elliot, 2002) . Such a situation demands that the individual acknowledges a momentarily deflated self-image in order to gain self-enhancement in the longer term (Sedikides & Strube, 1997) . Prior studies (e.g. Buunk, Cohen-Schotanus, & Henk van Nek, 2007; Lockwood & Kunda, 1997) have found that short-term threats may be accepted, if there is perceived to be a reasonable prospect of long-term improvement by learning from initially threatening feedback. In turn, this may overcome the selective processing and remembering effects of the 'mnemic neglect model'.
Opportunities for self-improvement can also occur through self-evaluation when using comparative, rather than absolute, judgements (Sedikides & Gregg, 2003) . Social juxtapositioning of skills becomes self-protectionist (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991) , when solely contrasted to perceived inferior counterparts that maximises an ego-defensive contrast effect (Biernat & Billings, 2001; Suls & Wills, 1991) . However, comparisons, when conducted in an upward direction, have been found to instigate positive developments (Gruder, 1971; Miller, Turnbull, & McFarland, 1988) . This has been found to be particularly the case where such relationships are viewed as (i) strong (Collins, 1996) ; (ii) uncompetitive (Wood, 1989) and (iii) not so significantly inferior that any gap cannot likely be bridged (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Wheeler, 1996) . The foregoing portrays how inaccurate self-evaluations may both emerge and endure. Nevertheless, enabling professionals to self-evaluate can prompt their development (Goodyear, 1997; Moon, 2006; Schon, 1987) . As such, the present study examines how accurately investigators evaluate their own interviewing performance, based on dimensions of performance integral to the PEACE model. We hypothesised, based on human tendencies to self-enhance (extensively noted in the foregoing literature review), that investigators would rate themselves more highly on these dimensions when compared with an independent expert's assessments.
Methodology

Initial procedure
Investigators working for a law enforcement agency in the UK, whose then total frontline investigation strength of 36, all attended a three-day refresher training course between November 2013 and March 2014. The course was delivered (and accredited) by the authors' home University. As part of the accreditation process, trainees each had to undertake at least one mock interview with stooges acting as suspects of offences within the agency's jurisdiction of labour exploitation, which the investigators would later selfassess. Although undertaking the interviews was an expectation of their duty, the investigators were given the choice in writing whether their interviews were to be allowed to go forward to be used as research data for the present study. All investigators (except one) complied with the researchers' request, providing their informed consent, leaving 35 investigators in the sample.
The 12 stooges, variously comprised university colleagues, retired and serving police officers, and actors from a local drama company, were all unknown, prior to their training, to the investigators. The training was led by the second author ('the expert'), a former police trainer with 30 years' professional experience alongside his possessing a Masters' degree in Criminal Investigation. He was accompanied from time to time during this training by the first author, who, in addition to possessing over 20 years' investigative experience, has a PhD alongside authorship of many peer-reviewed published studies in this subject area.
As in real-life, investigators conducted the mock interviews in pairs, with one nominated as the lead interviewer while the other played a much lesser role. Those interviews, where the interviewer undertook the lead role, were those used in the present study for assessment. Seven different case studies were used (spread equally across the sample). The number of cases studies ensured that none of the investigators became overly familiar with any particular case, either through undertaking other interviews (as the second interviewer) during their training or by discussion with their colleagues who had already undertaken the training. However, what was common to all seven cases was that they were typical of the investigations the trainees would have faced in their day-to-day duty. Each case study was constructed by both the researchers and the agency's National Development Manager, being given to participants (i.e. both investigators and the mock suspects) around 24 h before the interviews were due to be conducted. The details of the case study given to the stooges differed from that given to investigators, in that the stooges were told of their actual role in the case under 'investigation' (something which the investigators would aim to establish through their questioning). As such, the stooges were situated in one of three conditions. That is, they had either committed an offence or they were innocent, while others, through their lack of knowledge of the law, were unaware they had committed any illicit activity. As such, they saw themselves (at least initially) as innocent.
The mock suspects were advised by the researchers that their approach in the interview was to be co-operative. Those suspects, whose scripts meant that they had committed offences, were to adopt a denial strategy (at least initially), engaging in deception to avoid their guilt being revealed. All mock suspects were advised by the researchers that any co-operation would only extend to the level of rapport that they felt existed between them and their interviewers.
The interviews, which were conducted on the agency's official premises, were videorecorded. The recordings would last a maximum of 45 min, although some interviews would be expected to (and did) finish sooner. Investigators were each given a copy of their recorded interview. Investigators were also given both verbal and written guidance on how to complete a self-rating scale, being asked to later assess their own interview performance of that recorded interview. As five of the interviews lasted less than 15 min, they were removed from the sample as there was insufficient data for assessment using the scale (following Walsh & Bull, 2010) , leaving a sample of 30 for assessment. Of this sample, all investigators had earlier been trained in the PEACE model. In terms of their experience, 21 had conducted investigations for over 10 years, with a further 7 possessing between 5 and 10 years of experience, while of the remainder each had been serving as investigators for less than 2 years (and had each undertaken no more than 50 interviews). Of those with more than 2 years' experience, 26 stated that they had conducted more than 300 interviews, while 2 stated that they had conducted around 150-200 interviews. Twenty of the sample involved male investigators as lead interviewers.
The instrument of measurement
The rating scale had evolved from prior studies (e.g. Bull & Cherryman, 1996; Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths, 2008; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008 , thus incorporating agreed interviewing skills, recommended in the PEACE framework). In sum, the scale possessed 38 dimensions of interview performance. The scale examined interviewer performance dichotomously (absent/present) over eight items. These were (i) identifying all present in the interview; (ii) providing time of commencement, location and date of interview; (iii) advising of right to both legal advice and copy of interview recording; (iv) and giving reason (i.e. which suspected offence) and purpose (i.e. to give their account) for interview. The scale also included an ascending 5-point Likert scale (for 30 items) that measured interview skills, where a score of '1' represented poor performance, '2' inadequate and '3' being rated as satisfactory. A score of '4' would be applied to skilled performance levels, while a rating of '5' would be provided to highly skilled examples. Following other studies (e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2010 Walsh & Milne, 2008) , a score of '3' on the scale would be the minimum viewed as acceptable.
Procedure following investigator measurement
Once the investigators had independently undertaken the self-assessment task, they dispatched their assessments within 2 weeks of the completion of the course by email to the first author, being highly familiar with the rating scale and its definitions. The expert, blind of the investigators' self-ratings, conducted his own assessments of the entire sample from a second copy of the video recordings. Before examining the self-ratings, 38 per cent (n = 10) of the expert's ratings were subject to measures of reliability by the first author, generally finding a high level of concordance (see Table 1 ). Total agreement between both experts was also found on all eight dichotomous measures of the scale. Both the expert's and the investigators' sets of assessments were then compared to each other by the first author.
Results
The mean duration of the sample of 30 interviews was 37.03 min (SD = 7.62) in the range of 24-45 min. Omissions were found by the expert in the sample concerning the investigators' requirement to provide the interview (i) date (n = 2); (ii) time (n = 1); (iii) location (n= 3), while the right to legal advice was not explained in three interviews. In four interviews, identification of those present was not undertaken, while in six cases there was no explanation provided as to how the suspect could gain access to a copy of the tape recording of the interview. In 15 of the 19 cases in the sample (where the interview was completed within 45 minutes), the interviewer failed to ask the suspect whether he/she wished to alter or add anything to which had been said in the interview. Neither on three occasions in such interviews was the cessation time given. In five of these eight present/absent areas of assessment (i.e. giving interview date, start time, and location, advice either regarding legal representation or availability of a copy of the tape), there was complete agreement between the assessment of the expert and that of the investigators concerning the incidence rate of each task. With regard to other tasks, however, there was discord as to their frequency of presence across the sample (that is, identification of those present, where expert n = 26, investigators n = 28; invitation to add/alter anything; expert n = 4, investigators n = 7; stating interview cessation time; expert n = 10, investigator n = 13).
The caution (that provides, in England and Wales, the suspect with advice as to their right to silence and the evidential nature of any answers that are provided, while making a suspect aware of the adverse inference any court might take if they remain silent) was provided in all the interviews. Two breaches of the law relating to the interviewing of suspects in England and Wales was found to occur in the same interview. These involved the investigator suggesting the presence of evidence that was known not to exist, while an oppressive and accusatorial interview style was found to have been conducted in that interview. Table 2 shows that of the 30 behaviours measured for skill levels the investigators without exception rated themselves as more skilled than was independently assessed by the expert. With the exception of just four of these assessed behaviours (that is, preparation and planning, covering legal points to prove, expressing self-confidence, and open mindedness), the difference between the two ratings was found to be statistically significant. Effect size calculations consistently showed (again with only a few exceptions) that the strength of the differences between self and expert judgements to be substantially robust. Since (according to Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) ratings of '3' and above relate to the minimum acceptable standard, Table 2 also shows that on average the investigators, with the exception of 5 of the 30 assessed behaviours, regarded themselves as attaining at least this particular standard. However, even in those five behaviours, the expert provided a mean rating that was still significantly less than investigators had so self-assessed.
In a further five categories, investigators' mean score reflected that they saw themselves as 'skilled' (M ≥ 4.00). For example, 18 investigators gave themselves a 'highly skilled' rating of '5' in the behavioural dimension of delivering the caution, compared to the expert who assessed only four similarly so high in this behavioural dimension. With regard to the skills concerning checking suspects' understanding of the caution, 10 Note: All correlations significant; df = 58, except # where df = 37, and ## where df = 42 (due to some interviews in the sample not demonstrating those particular behaviours). *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01.
investigators assessed themselves as achieving a highly skilled rating of '5', whereas the expert assessed alike on three occasions. More, while 15 investigators felt that they explained to the suspect the right to legal advice in a highly skilled manner, the expert only agreed on two occasions that this was the case. Further, 10 investigators felt they were highly skilled with concern to keeping the interview to relevant topics, in contrast to the expert (who did not rate any interviewer at this performance level). Finally, 10 investigators awarded themselves a highly skilled rating when undertaking an appropriate interview structure. The expert largely contradicted such high self-assessments, finding that only two interviews were so highly skilled.
As Table 2 also depicts, in 12 of the 30 rated behavioural dimensions, the expert gave a mean score of '3' (being viewed in the literature as the threshold of acceptable performance). In contrast, investigators' mean scores in 5 of those 12 categories were in the '4' range (i.e. a skilled performance). Further, Table 2 also shows that the expert assessed a mean score of '1' (i.e. poor) in 9 behavioural dimensions, whereas the investigators never rated themselves on average in any of the 30 categories at such low skill levels.
The total number of the self-assessments undertaken throughout the sample by the 30 investigators amounted to 864 individual ratings across the range of 30 behavioural dimensions (not all investigators provided a self-rating for every dimension). Of these 864 ratings, on only 46 occasions (i.e. 5.3%) were the investigators' scores lower than that of the expert, while 615 (i.e. 71.2%) of the self-ratings were higher than that of the expert. Further, 395 (64.2%) of these 615 ratings were found to be at least 2 integers higher than the corresponding expert rating (e.g. investigator self-rated a '4' score, whereas the expert assessed the same performance as '2'). Self-ratings in the highest two categories (i.e. a score of '4' or '5', being skilled or highly skilled) were found to have occurred 528 times (61.1%). In comparison, the expert gave such correspondingly high scores on just 198 occasions (22.9%). The expert also assessed the performance of investigators on 406 occasions (47%) in either of the lowest two category scores of '1' and '2' (i.e. 'poor' and 'unsatisfactory' ratings, respectively). Investigators meanwhile, scored themselves at '1' or 2' in only 115 of the 864 ratings (13.3%).
Discussion
The present study is believed to be the first, as far we know, to explicitly examine the capabilities of investigators to accurately evaluate their own interview performance, a task that is a core component of the original PEACE model. Prior field studies (e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2012 have hitherto tended to concern examining tasks and behaviours demonstrated within interviews (such as building/maintaining rapport, undertaking questioning strategies, disclosing evidence, and avoiding confirmation bias or false confessions). However, self-evaluation has been found by educators and clinicians to be a key factor in their enhancement of the skills required in their professions.
The present study found that the main hypothesis of this study (i.e. that investigators would self-enhance) was supported. Investigators across the vast majority of those measured behaviours rated themselves significantly higher than did the expert. It was found that in only a small minority of instances did the expert provide a higher rating than that of the investigator. The majority of the mean ratings of the behavioural dimensions, assessed by the expert, fell below the level of satisfactory performance. It is therefore particularly resonant that Dunning et al. (2003) argued that incompetent performers are unlikely to accurately self-assess (since they cannot be expected to judge competence with any precision, particularly when a definition of competence is equivocal). Such a pronouncement appears to be evident from the findings of this study. Further, investigator self-ratings, at a level defined as most skilled, were found to be more than twice the prevalence of the expert's similar ratings. In addition, investigators assessed themselves at the 'lower end' ratings of '1' and '2' on the scale less than three times the incidence rate than did the expert. Such lesser assessments have been deemed in prior studies as being beneath the threshold of acceptable performance levels (see Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2010) . The absence of timely, accurate and (where warranted) negative feedback found in previous studies of investigators (e.g. Walsh & Milne, 2007) is also thought to be contributory to the failure to recognise their own true skills (Dunning et al., 2003) .
This persistent over-assessment by investigators of their own performance, found in the present study, might be explained when the behaviour of self-confidence is examined. This particular behaviour was one of the few where no significant difference was found between the investigators' and the expert's ratings. Not only was there statistical parity, but also the expert rated this behaviour second highest (after the procedurally repetitive task of delivering the caution). It is speculated whether such high levels of self-belief were indeed evident when it came to the task of investigators assessing their own interview performance.
Self-protection, found in other studies as a cause of self-enhancement (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Baccus et al., 2004; Dijksterhuis, 2004; Sedikides et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2003) , might be an explanation for the present study's findings, possibly accentuated by the scale used in the present study. Though used in prior research (e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Shawyer, 2009; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) , the scale might have in itself encouraged self-ratings to be inflated. That is, the rating scale through its reliance on quantitative measures, despite the investigators being trained in its use, might be better restricted to third-party assessments than self-evaluations. For example, being aware of the scale's definitions (e.g. where '1' = 'poor'), investigators may exaggerate their own scores to avoid viewing themselves as repeatedly incompetent over the 30 dimensions of assessment.
Investigative interviewing has been regularly found, in self-report studies, to be one of the most important, and one of the most regular tasks that investigators undertake in their professional roles (e.g. Bull & Cherryman, 1996; Walsh & Milne, 2007) . As such, self-ratings, no matter how accurate, applied towards the lower end of the scales on a frequent basis, may be more of an admission of their failings than which investigators are prepared to accommodate or acknowledge, so central is the task to their investigative professionalism. Walsh and Milne (2007) , for example, found that experienced investigators, though yet to undergo training, all rated themselves as good interviewers, similar to findings in other studies involving investigators' (often found misplaced) perceptions of their own ability (Bull & Cherryman, 1996; La Rooy et al., 2011; Powell et al., 2011; Walsh & Bull, 2011) .
Heuristically motivated memorial performance, found in other self-evaluation studies (e.g. Kahneman et al., 1982; Sedikedes et al., 2003; Skowronski et al., 1991 Skowronski et al., , 2004 Walker et al., 2003) , might be another reason for investigators' inaccurately rating themselves, allowing them to obviate exercising the required cognitive effort when self-rating. To lessen such concerns, the researchers advised the investigators to examine the videorecording of the interview which they were to self-assess at least twice before entering their scores. We do not know whether this advice was followed. However, some reassurance is provided that they did examine the recordings since there was general agreement between them and the expert when considering the majority of the scale's eight tasks that were assessed on a dichotomous (present/absent) basis. Regardless as to whether these responses were by chance alone, index scores measured along such a 5-point scale might have encouraged some investigators to provide scores (with insufficient thought or concern as to their precision or qualification), which were not necessarily a true reflection of their displayed abilities.
Future directions
Measures, as those in the present study appear, do not appear to enable investigators to accurately capture their own performance levels. As such, we do not recommend their use in professional settings. However, we wonder whether other methods might better prompt investigators to examine their own performance in a more reflective (and truthful) manner. For example, in other settings, the usage of reflective journals has been found to develop reflective skills (Connor-Greene, 2000; Patton, Wood, & Agarenzo, 1997; Salmon, 2006; Woodward, 1998) . Consistently found in these studies, in the domain of education, was that such reflective logs not only enabled evidence of understanding to be provided of their own technical skills/knowledge and of critical self-reflection/self-awareness, it was also argued to lead to performance improvements (Biggs, 1999; Connor-Greene, 2000; O'Rourke, 1998) . This approach might therefore avoid any concerns associated with preconceived classifications (of 'poor', 'satisfactory' and 'excellent' skills), with the possibility of more truthful insights emerging from an approach that requires more cognitively strenuous effort. Indeed, Kruger and Dunning (1999) noted less capable performers improving their self-awareness of their shortfalls in skills when in tandem with increased logical reasoning and metacognition.
We also recognise that the demand characteristics from the use of mock suspects in the study might have had a confounding effect on the interview dynamics, if not the skill measures. As such, we recommend future research examines actual interviews from the field. Further (in view of the matter that the present study involved comparison of a single interview for each investigator), future samples should contain those pertaining to several interviews for each investigator to overcome the possible idiosyncrasies that might be apparent in such a narrow selection.
While prior studies have found judgments of skills influenced by apparent interview outcome, we made no attempt to account for this as 11 of the interviews were curtailed on time grounds and therefore did not conclude. As such, including the outcome as a variable would have reduced the sample yet further. Further, the skills measured in the present study are those that constitute the bedrock of the PEACE model, where the aim is singularly to obtain fulsome and reliable accounts (rather than, say, untested confessions). As such, we were only concerned with measurement of those skills that are consistent with the aims of the PEACE model and no others. Nevertheless, we recognise that prior studies have found that interviews which are oriented towards outcomes as confessions or proving guilt, tainted investigators' views of skill levels. To determine whether such beliefs persist, we recommend that future research incorporates such measures to identify their having any influence upon inflated self-assessments.
The present study suggests that investigative interviewing, while developing a more ethical means of questioning suspects, still continues to be blighted by mediocre performance levels, found often in studies of actual practice (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths & Milne, 2006; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) .
Concluding thoughts
The present study has found that investigators tend to be self-enhancing when being asked to evaluate their own performance, much in line with the volume of literature concerning self-assessment (whether or not affiliated to the domain of criminal investigation). It is also argued that, despite near a quarter of a century after the introduction of the PEACE model, many investigators do not appear to customarily undertake evaluations of their interviews. They are not helped when such ambiguity exists (at least in practitioner communities) as to what constitutes good interviewing skills. Yet this awareness does exist (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths & Milne, 2006; Walsh & Bull, 2010 . Upon being asked to actually perform this task, this present study's findings suggest they seldom do evaluate with either reliability or validity. It therefore remains doubtful whether they undertake a systematic approach, or even (with reference to the scientific literature) one that follows both agreed and understood standards. This is despite the task of evaluation, as a means of professional development, being one of the model's fundamental elements. Investigators have been found to be highly favourable towards the current investigative interviewing framework of the PEACE model (Walsh & Milne, 2007) . However, we contemplate, in light of the present study's findings, whether such judgments by professionals is a less a case of endorsing PEACE and more one of undertaking PEAC.
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